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states was most likely to come from "the local demagogues" who
under a federal constitution would lose the importance they
had in the states. It was therefore advisable to transfer ratifica-
tion from the legislatures, "where this class o£ men have their
full influence/7 to conventions, in which they would be less able
to do mischief. Gerry characteristically believed the people would
never agree on anything, and would bring only confusion. Gor-
ham pointed out that certain valuable men were excluded from
some of the state legislatures, but would not be from state con-
ventions, "Among these may be ranked many of the Clergy who
are generally friends to good Government." The legislatures
might procrastinate. State conventions would have to meet and
act when summoned. He hoped too that some arrangement might
be made for putting the new government into effect without
having to wait for the unanimous concurrence of the states. New
York, prosperous from taxing her neighbors under the Confed-
eration, would probably hesitate to enter into general measures
with the whole United States.
Ellsworth observed "that a new sett of ideas seemed to have
crept in since the articles of Confederation were established.
Conventions of the people, or with power derived expressly from
the people, were not then thought of. The Legislatures were
considered as competent/* They had ratified the Articles of
Confederation, and they might with equal right ratify the Con-
stitution. King agreed with Ellsworth that the state legislatures
"had. a competent authority, the acquiescence of the people of
America in the Confederation being equivalent to a formal rati-
fication by the people." But he preferred ratification by conven-
tions. Some members of the legislatures might have scruples be-
cause they had taken oaths to support and maintain the existing
state constitutions, which the projected federal constitution would
do away with.
Madison was masterly. The changes now proposed "would
make essential inroads on the State Constitutions, and it would
be a novel & dangerous doctrine that a Legislature could change
the constitution under which it held its existence. . . , He con-
sidered the difference between a system founded on the Legis-
latures only, and one founded on the people, to be the true differ-
ence between a league or treaty, and a Constitution!9 In treaties,
a breach of any one article by any of the parties freed the

